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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION ( ' 

: ™™^ 

Status ' 

1 )Kl Responsive to communication(s) filed on 30 September 200? . 
2a)D This action is FINAL 2 b)E| This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
Disposition of Claims C ° Wlth the P^tice under Ex parte Qt/ay/e, 1935 CD. 11 453 0^ 213 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1^5 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) g| Claim(s) U5 is/are rejected. 

7) \J Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)Q objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 85(a) 
1 1 )□ The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)Q approved b)Q disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f) 

a)DAII b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 . □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Staae 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17 2(a)) 9 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 11 9(e) (to a provisional application) 

i ^r-i 3 ] 9 The translatlon of the fore '9 n language provisional application has been received 

15) U Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 

Attachment(s) 

1) [3 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) AX n ■ * - ^ 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 2 H ST*, f™™?/™^ ^ N ° (S) - ■ 

^□■ntonn^S^S^^ .) (PTO-1 449) Paper Z) . 6) □ ^ ^0-152) 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 

otdl6S. 

Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Morita et 
al. (US 5,831,374). 

Regarding claim 1, Morita discloses (fig 4) a PDP with a circuit board mounting a 
drive circuit, a chassis structure provided on the backside of the PDP for supporting the 
PDP and for mounting the circuit board, a first chassis member (221) mounting the 
circuit board, a second chassis member (140) fixed on the backside of the PDP, a 
plurality of support portions (21 1) between the first and second chassis members for 
supporting the two chassis members and for forming a predetermined interval between 
the two chassis members. 

Regarding claim 2, Morita discloses the second chassis member's surface fixed 
on the backside of the PDP is in a plain state, and is bonded on the backside of the 
PDP. 

Regarding claim 3, Morita discloses the number of support portions located in 
central area is larger than that of support portions located in edge areas on the PDP. 

Regarding claim 4, Morita discloses the plurality of support portions are 
projections formed on the first chassis member. 
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Regarding claim 5, Morita discloses a plurality of projections formed on the first 
chassis member resulting in a product that is not patentably different than the claimed 
invention. Applicant is claiming process step therein and therefore are of product-by- 
process nature. The courts have been holding for quite some time that: "--In spite of the 
fact that a product-by-process claim may recite only process limitations, it is the product 
which is covered by the claim and not the recited process steps-. (In re Hughes, 182 
USPQ 106)-". Also -Patentability of a claim to a product does not rest merely on a 
difference in the method by which that product is made. Rather, it is the product itself 
which must be new and unobvious. (In re Pilkington, 162 USPQ 147)-." Accordingly, "-- 
a rejection based on 35 U.S.C. section 102 or alternatively on 35 U.S.C. section 103 of 
the statute is eminently fair and acceptable." (In re Brown and Saffer, 173 USPQ 685 
and 688). -The determination of the patentability of product-by-process claim is based 
on the product itself rather than on the process by which the product is made-. In re 
Thrope, 777 F.2d 695, 227 USPQ 964 (Fed. Cir. 1985). As such, no patentable weight 
is given to process steps recited in claim 5. 

Contact Information 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ken A Berck whose telephone number is (703)305- 
7984. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nimesh Patel can be reached on (703)305-4794. The fax phone numbers 
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for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703)308-7382 
for regular communications and (703)308-7382 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703)308- 
0956. 

kab/^O 
December 30, 2002 

MIMESHKUMAR D. PATEL 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2800 




